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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dubose in view of Lacoste. 

Dubose discloses the claimed device with the exception of the container. However, as 
disclosed by Lacoste it is known to use a container to store screens for covering door openings. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have done the same with 
Dubose 5 s device to make it more convenient to use. 

Concerning claim 3, the examiner takes notice that the addition of advertising material to 
virtually any open space is well known and would have been obvious to the ordinarily skilled 
artisan. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dubose in view of 
Thumann. Dubose discloses the claimed device with the exception of the container. However, as 
disclosed by Thumann it is known to use a container to store screens for covering door openings. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have done the same with 
Dubose' s device to make it more convenient to use. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Galloway. Claim 2 is obviated for the reasons set forth 
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above with the exception of the sensor. However, it is known in the art to use sensors on such 
devices as typified by Galloway. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have added such a sensor to Dubose's screen as well to add further interest for the user. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Lapsker et al. (Lapsker). Claim 8 is obviated for the reasons 
set forth above with the exception of the reversible feature. However, such a feature is known in 
the art as typified by Lapsker. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have added such a feature to Dubose's screen so that other types of targets could have been 
presented to the user. 

Claims 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dubose in 
view of Thumann and Galloway. Dubose discloses the claimed device with the exception of the 
container and the sensor. However, as disclosed by Thumann it is known to use a container to 
store screens for covering door openings. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have done the same with Dubose's device to make it more convenient to use. Further 
as disclosed by Galloway it is known in the art to use sensors on such devices as typified by 
Galloway. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have added such a 
sensor to Dubose's screen as well to add further interest for the user. 

Regarding claim 10, the examiner takes notice that the addition of advertising material to 
virtually any open space is well known and would have been obvious to the ordinarily skilled 
artisan. 
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Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as applied 
to claim 9 above, and further in view of Lapsker. Claim 12 is obviated for the reasons set forth 
above with the exception of the reversible feature. However, such a feature is known in the art as 
typified by Lapsker. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have added 
such a feature to Dubose's screen so that other types of targets could have been presented to the 
user. 

Byrne, McNamara, Redlich et al., Kifferstein et al., Weigl et al., Schmutte, McCarthy, 
Kustaovich, Nichols, and Paroldi have been cited for interest because they disclose similar 
devices. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Mark S. Graham at 
telephone number (703) 308-1355. 
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November 29, 2001 



